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- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office Action is in response to Request for Continuation Examination (RCE) filed 
December 22, 2004. Claims 1 , 3-1 2, 14-43, 45-47, 49-51 , and 53-55 are presented for 
further examination. Claim 57 is presented for initial examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1,9-11,12, 22-24, 25, 28-33, 41-43, 45-47, 49-51 , 53-55 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Duursma et al. (hereinafter 
"Duursma", US 2002/0103884 A1) in view of Levergood et al. (hereinafter "Levergood", 
5,708,780). 

As per claims 1,12, 25, 30 32-33, 41, 45, 49, 53, Duursma discloses an information 
distributing method of distributing information via a communication path to an 
information user unit from a first information providing resource unit and a second 
information providing resource unit, in said second information providing resource unit, 
said method comprising the steps of: 
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• Receiving a program request from the information user unit which has received first 
information from a first information providing resource unit (paragraphs [0046], 
[0047]); 

• Transmitting a predetermined program code to the information user unit according to 
the program request (paragraphs [0046], [0047]); 

• Receiving an information request from said information user unit, said information 
request requesting said second information providing resource unit to transmit 
second information to said information user unit, said first information containng a 
link to said second information, said information request being transmitted from said 
information user unit based on an execution of the program code in said information 
user unit (paragraphs [0047], [0048], [0049]). 



Duursma does not explicitly disclose: 

• Determining in response to the second request whether or not the second request is 
allowed according to at least identifying information (URI) included in the second 
request; 

• Information indicating a correspondence between an identifier code (ID) specifying 
second information for which quotation is allowed in the second information 
providing resource and an identifier of first information in the first information 
providing source; 

• Identifying information (URI) identifying said first information; 
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However, the use and advantages for determining whether a request is allowed 
according to at least an identifying information (URI) and the URI identifying first 
information is well known to one skilled in the relevant art at the time the invention was 
made as evidenced by Levergood (column 3, lines 34-65, column 4, lines 10-19, 25-28, 
column 5, lines 30-55, 63-65, column 6, lines 1-10, 21-25, 27-33, 37-40, 60-65, column 
7, lines 15-20, 25-27, 38-46, column 8, lines 5-14). 

Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
would have found it obvious to implement or incorporate determining whether or not a 
request is allowed according to the URI and the URI identifying the first information in 
Duursma's method in order to identify if a client is allowed to have access to all 
controlled files within a protection domain. 

As per claims 3, 14, 26, 35, Duursma further discloses wherein: 

• The program code has a password (paragraphs [0041]-[0043], [0048]); 

• Second request includes an identifier code to identify the second information to be 
quoted and the password (paragraphs [0041]-[0043], [0048]); 

• Determining step further includes a step of collating the password in the second 
request received from the information user unit with a valid password (paragraphs 
[0041]-[0043], [0048]). 

As per claims 4, 15, 17, 36, 57, Duursma discloses wherein the determining step 
allows: 
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• The identifier code to identify the second information is included in the database 
(paragraphs [0041]-[0043], [0048]). 

As per claims 5, 16, and 37, Duursma further discloses including a step: 

• Frequently changing a password in a program code to be sent to the information 
user unit (paragraphs [0041]-[0043], [0048]). 

As per claims 9, 22, Duursma discloses an information distributing method according 
to Claim 1 , wherein when the first information providing resource is a first server and the 
second information providing resource is a second server, the first server distributes the 
first information via the communication path to a client as the information user unit 
(paragraphs [0047-0049]). 

Duursma does not explicitly disclose the second server distributes, if the determining 
step allows the second request, the second information quoted in the first information to 
the client. 

However, the use and advantages for determining whether a request is allowed 
according to at least an identifying information (URI) and the URI identifying first 
information is well known to one skilled in the relevant art at the time the invention was 
made as evidenced by Levergood (column 3, lines 34-65, column 4, lines 10-19, 25-28, 
column 5, lines 30-55, 63-65, column 6, lines 1-10, 21-25, 27-33, 37-40, 60-65, column 
7, lines 15-20, 25-27, 38-46, column 8, lines 5-14). 
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Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
would have found it obvious to implement or incorporate determining whether or not a 
request is allowed according to the URI and the URI identifying the first information in 
Duursma's method in order to identify if a client is allowed to have access to all 
controlled files within a protection domain. 

As per claims 10, 23, Duursma does not explicitly disclose an information 
distributing method according to claim 9, wherein the second server conducts the 
transmission of the program code and the determining step of allowance of the second 
request by a web server program. 

However, the use and advantages for determining whether a request is allowed 
according to at least an identifying information (URI) and the URI identifying first 
information is well known to one skilled in the relevant art at the time the invention was 
made as evidenced by Levergood (column 3, lines 34-65, column 4, lines 10-19, 25-28, 
column 5, lines 30-55, 63-65, column 6, lines 1-10, 21-25, 27-33, 37-40, 60-65, column 
7, lines 15-20, 25-27, 38-46, column 8, lines 5-14). 

Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
would have found it obvious to implement or incorporate determining whether or not a 
request is allowed according to the URI and the URI identifying the first information in 
Duursma's method in order to identify if a client is allowed to have access to all 
controlled files within a protection domain. 
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As per claims 1 1 , 24, and 29, Duursma discloses: 
• When the first information providing resource and the second information providing 
resource are implemented by a common server, said server distributes the first 
information via the communication path to a client as the information user unit and 
distributes, if the determining step allows the second request, the second information 
quoted in the first information to the client (paragraphs [0031], [0038], [0042], 
[0043]). 

As per claim 28, Duursma discloses an information receiving method according to claim 
25, wherein when the first information providing resource is a first server and the 
second information providing resource is a second server (paragraphs [0048-0049]). 
Duursma does not explicitly disclose a client as the information user unit receives the 
first information via the communication path from the first server and receives from the 
second server the second information quoted in the first information and allowed for 
transmission. 

However, the use and advantages for determining whether a request is allowed 
according to at least an identifying information (URI) and the URI identifying first 
information is well known to one skilled in the relevant art at the time the invention was 
made as evidenced by Levergood (column 3, lines 34-65, column 4, lines 10-19, 25-28, 
column 5, lines 30-55, 63-65, column 6, lines 1-10, 21-25, 27-33, 37-40, 60-65, column 
7, lines 15-20, 25-27, 38-46, column 8, lines 5-14). 
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Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
would have found it obvious to implement or incorporate determining whether or not a 
request is allowed according to the URI and the URI identifying the first information in 
Duursma's method in order to identify if a client is allowed to have access to all 
controlled files within a protection domain. 

As per claim 31 , Duursma discloses an information user unit according to Claim 
30, further including means for displaying or outputting the first information and the 
second information simultaneously (paragraphs [0044-0045]). 

As per claims 42-43, 46-47, 50-51 , 54-55, Duursma does not explicitly disclose wherein 
the information display unit displays the provided information according to a result check 
that indicates that quoted information is allowed. 

However, the use and advantages for determining whether a request is allowed 
according to at least an identifying information (URI) and the URI identifying first 
information is well known to one skilled in the relevant art at the time the invention was 
made as evidenced by Levergood (column 3, lines 34-65, column 4, lines 10-19, 25-28, 
column 5, lines 30-55, 63-65, column 6, lines 1-10, 21-25, 27-33, 37-40, 60-65, column 
7, lines 15-20, 25-27, 38-46, column 8, lines 5-14). 

Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
would have found it obvious to implement or incorporate determining whether or not a 
request is allowed according to the URI and the URI identifying the first information in 
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Duursma's method in order to identify if a client is allowed to have access to all 
controlled files within a protection domain. 



3. Claims 6-8, 18-21, 27, 38-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Duursma et al. (hereinafter "Duursma", US 2002/0103884 A1) in view 
of Levergood et al. (hereinafter "Levergood", 5,708,780) and in further view of Savage. 

As per claims 6, 18, 27, 38, Duursma, in view of Levergood, does not explicitly 
disclose wherein: 

• Program code includes an encryption key to encrypt the second request; 

• Second request includes information obtained by encrypting an identifier code to 
identify the second information according to the encryption key; 

• The determining step further includes a step of verifying to determine whether or not 
the second request can be decoded; 

However, in an analogous art, Savage discloses the use of an encryption key (column 
3, lines 32-54, column 5, lines 33-38, 65-67, column 6, lines 19-228, 41-46, 64-76). 

Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
would have found it obvious to implement or incorporate the use of an encryption key in 
Duursma's method so that third parties monitoring network traffic going to or coming 
from any of the servers in the system facility,. either legally or illegally, are never able to 
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connect an action taken by the server to the identity of a user who is connected to the 
server. 

As per claims 7, 19 and 39, Duursma further discloses wherein the determining step 
allows: 

• Second request when the second request can be decoded and the identifier code to 
identify the second information is included in the database (paragraphs [0041]- 
[0043], [0048]). 

As per claims 8, 20, 40, Duursma, in view of Levergood, does not explicitly disclose 
an information distributing method according to claim 7, further including a step of 
frequently changing an encryption key in program code to be sent to the information 
user unit. 

However, in an analogous art, Savage discloses the use of an encryption key (column 
3, lines 32-54, column 5, lines 33-38, 65-67, column 6, lines 19-228, 41-46, 64-76). 

Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
would have found it obvious to implement or incorporate the use of an encryption key in 
Duursma's method so that third parties monitoring network traffic going to or coming 
from any of the servers in the system facility, either legally or illegally, are never able to 
connect an action taken by the server to the identity of a user who is connected to the 
server. 
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As per claim 21, Duursma further discloses: 
• Including a database for storing therein a certain number of previous encryption keys 
and a current encryption key (paragraphs [0041]-[0043], [0048]). 

Response to Arguments 
The Office notes the following arguments: 

(a) None of the cited references discuss the reception of two separate requests. 

(b) None of the cited references discuss that the URI and the quotation allowance 
database are used to determine whether or not the information request for quoted 
second information is permitted to be received by the information user unit. 

4. Applicant's arguments filed have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to: 

(a) Duursma discloses sending request to the servers on separate transmissions 
paragraphs [0047], [0048], [0049]). 

(b) Levergood further discloses a user requesting information from a content server. 
If the user is not authorized, the request is made to the authentication server. The 
authentication server issues a SID, which comprises a user identifier, an accessible 
domain, a key identifier, and the IP address of the user computer. The database 
contains a user profile and SID (column 3, lines 21-23, 26-28, 33-65, column 4, lines 12- 
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17, column 5, lines 30-56, column 6, lines 1-10, 20-25, 27-40, 58-67, column 7, lines 15- 
20). 

Clearly, both references disclose the URI used to determine whether or not the second 
request for quoting the second information in the first information is allowed and 
allowance based on the identifier (URI) of the primary information and the quotation 
allowance database. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Barbara N Burgess whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3996. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (8:00am-4:00pm). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ario Ettinene can be reached on (571) 272-4001. The fax phone numbers 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 872-9306 
for regular communications and (703) 872-9306 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
3900. 

Barbara N Burgess 
Examiner 



March 21, 2005 




